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UY CHAPTER L 


THE subject I have undertaken to write upon #% 
an unpleasant one. For I never wish to disturb or 
wound the feelings of christian denominations who dif- 
fer from me, or the order to which I belong. ‘ 

Iam always happy to agree with them as far as I 
can ; beyond that, I wish to part in peace. 
I have no idea that Ican convert the whole christian 


world to my views and belief, or that the whole will 


speedily be brought to see alike. Nor can I discover 
any real advantage from its different orders pretending 
to be one, any further than they are so in reality. 

The various denominations have their articles of faith 
by which they are distinguished from each other. 

These must be either ‘the genuine sentiments af 

ng hearts, or the fruit of self will and a love of dis- 
sention. 

If the former, they will solemnly regard them, until 
they are convinced that they are erroneous. If the lat- 
ter, they ought to be given up, and can be, without any 
sacrifice of conscience. As far as any order can dis- 
pense with.its own articles, or any part of them, for the 
promotion of some supposed good, whether it be to ob- 
tain proselites, extend its communion, or whatever ; it 
shews a‘want of sincerity, or regard to those articles, 
At least, they manifest, that’ in their view there is some- 
thing better; if so, they do'not' believe them to be the 
word of God, for what is better than that. 

Furthermore, if the . différeht:.orders are difficulted 
with each other, it ought to be’ for their sentiments, ra- 
ther thin for acting conformably to them. 
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But as-men, and’citizens of this world, considered in 
relation to each other, we have our rights in our senti- 
ments, as different denominations; and each ought to~ 
be respected in their rights, 

We ought also to know, that all sentiments have their 
consequences ; and if we are consistent, our conduct 
will be but the genuine fruit or consequence of our sen- 
timents. 

As candid men, we shall acknowledge the right of 
the consequences of our opponents’ sentiments, as far 
as we acknowlege their right of sentiment, ‘Therefore,-—— 

as fair disputants, we shall attack their sentiments, rather 
than their consistency with them. These remarks I 
take to be correct. fam now prepared to come’ more 
directly to the subject in view. 

The baptists area denomination of professing chris- 
tians, and like all other orders, have their distinguishing 
sentiments. These are plainly written in a book, and we 
hold them sacred. We profess not to have made them 
ourselves, but that we have taken them from the word of 
God, and of course we hold ourse!ves bound by them. 
As far as these bring us in union with other denomina- 
tions we are happy to improve it ; as far as they Carl} 
from them, or discover our distance from each other, we 
cannot supply the vacuum. : 

We are not aware of having incorporated into our 
ereed any article of inconsiderable importance, or non- 
essential, calculated unnecessarily to widen us from our 
brethren in general; but if others have, let them lay them 
aside, as tending to scisms. 

The great body of Calvinistic baptists have ever held 
it improper and inconsistent for them to communicate 

_at the Lord’s table with the pedo-baptists, for reasons 
hereafter named, On this account, we have suffered 
continual reproach and censure, We have been repre- 
sented as the dividing Pharisees, as being close, illiberal, 
and uncharitable ; as. unfellowshipping our brethren of 
other orders, as christians; of saying, stand by, for I 
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am holier than thou ; and of unrig Dees he he 
christian world. In the mean time, they have trumpet- 
ed their own catholicism, and liberality of sentiment, 
and readiness to commune with all christians, with a 
most fascinating and imposing charm, till it resolves it- 
self into the pompous sound of open communion. 
These are the loud declamations of the pedo-baptists, 
By pedo-baptists are meant, all who practice infant 
baptism; trom the church of Rome, down to the most 


obscure denomination. who practice that rite. Though 


all the different subdivisions of that order are not im- 
plicated in this work. ‘There are but two, in the United 


States, of whom we have any great reason to complain. 


These are the congregationalists and methodists. Of 
these, the former rather take the lead, and wield their 
weapons with the greatest strength and severity. 

But in the following plain dealing, I expect to show, 
that the baptists act consistent with their sentiments, in 
practicing particular coinmunion ; that the pedo-baptists 
are unreasonable in attempting to crowd us over it, so 
as to set our faith and practice at defiance ; that their re- 
proaches are unjust ; and that they are as deep, yeadcep- 
er in the close communion mire than we are. That in. 
their declarations for open communion, they evidently 

iscover.a defect in their belief of some of their own ar- 
ticles of faith, and.a want of sincerity. That open com- 
munion is a hollow, empty sound, that it does not in re- 
ality exist, is impracticable on any principle of consisten- 
cy, is envious to the cause of religion, and that commun. 
jon at the Lord’s table is by no means a test of love and 
internal communion between christians of different de- 
nominations, . 
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CHAPTER HU. 


In this chapter, I shall endeavour to show, that the 
baptists, in particular communion, are consistent with 
their sentiments ; that the pedo-baptists are unreasonable 
in attempting to crowd us over it, so as to set our faith 
and practice at defiance ; that their reproaches are un- 
just; and that they are as deep, yea deeper, in the close 
communion mire than we are, 

It is not my design to go into an investigation of the 
mode and subjects of baptism ; this has often been done 
by the ablest of pens, and their works are before the—— 
public, and may be read at leisure. I shall treat the 
subject in reference to our different sentiments as they 
are, whether they are right or: wrong. 

The baptists, as a denomination, believe, that baptism 
and the Lord’s supper, are two great positive imstitutions 
of Christ ; and. to continue in the church until the end 
of the world. That one is as sacred.as the other, and 
that both were designed for his true followers and fer none ~ 
else. That no one has a right to partake of the Lord’s 
supper, though he be a christian, till he has been bapti- 
zed on profession of faith, by a regular ordained minis- 
ser. At least, it is to be understood that he is such, alse 
the time of the administration of the ordinance. That 
saptism, in no sense, can be performed but by immer- © 
sion, plunging, dipping, burying, or overwhelming. 
That plunging is not merely one of the modes of bap- 
tism, any more than plunging is one.of the modes-of 
plunging. But that simple baptism is immersion, and 
that this is essential to the due administration of it 
That nothing short of immersion answers to the primary — 
signification of the term in the original, that this is ac- 
cording to the bible acceptation of it, see Romans vi. 3,4, 
Colossians il. 12. That the practice of Christ and his 
disciples can be viewed only in agreement with the 
above sense of the term, and that the great current of 
antiquity comes in like a flood,*to support the exclusive — 
and decided claim of immersion. Nor do we believe — 
that pouring and sprinkling are two different rabies in 
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baptism, any more than they are two different modes of 
immersion. : 

By this time, the reader will see, that we cannot ad- 
mit that any are baptized, except such as have been 
baptized as above. And as we hold baptism to be a 
positive precept of Christ, we think no one has a right 
to alter it. ; , 

[t is not peculiar-to divines of our order, to make a 
difference between moral and positive precepts. Moral 
precepts are those that exist, and are essentially binding, 
prior to external command; and would be binding if 

-—pot commanded. Such are the duties of love to God 
and men, and their reasonableness is self evident. 

Positive precepts are such as derive their obligation 
and authority from external command, and would not be 
duties if not commanded. And as there is nothing in the 
things themselves, by which we could infer their exist- 
ence, or obligation, we are, therefore, to receive them as 
they are, without altering or amending them, to suit our 
own taste and convenience. 

Whenever God has given a positive institution, he 
has designated that or those modes of observing it as he 

. has thought proper. And his sovereignty is as much 
~eélisplayed in his prescribing the mode as is in ordering 
the thing itself. He had a reason worthy of himself in .. 
identifying the parts to which the blood should be appli- 
ed to Aaron, at the time of his consecration; why cir- 
cumcision should be performed on the part designated, 
rather than some other part; and, likewise, why believ- 
ers should be baptized or immersed in water, rather than 
the application of water to them in some otherway. 

Now I will enquire of the reader, not whether our'sen- 
timents are correct, but whether it requires an inadmissi- 
ble stretch of charity to suppose we may be honest in 
our professed belief of those sentiments? (i. ¢.) Is it 
possible for us to believe that none ought to be baptiz- 
ed but professed believers? and that none are eligible 
to the supper, but those who have been baptized on pro- - 
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fession of their faith, and that none can be baptized but 
by immersion or dipping ? 

I apprehend the candid reader will admit, that we may 
honestly believe as above. If so, is not our particular 
communion the necessary consequence of our senti- 
ments? How could we be honest and consistent, and 
practice otherwise? If the pedo-baptists are dissatisfied 
with us, it ought to be dn account of our sentiments.— 
They ought to lay the axe at the root, and blame us for 
being baptists; let them remove the cause and the effect 
will cease of course. But until they can disprove those 
sentiments, and prove unbelievers’ baptism, and sprink-. 
ling as the gospel mode, they are unreasonable in ats 
tempting to crowd us in our communion, so as to put 
our faith and practice in opposition to each other, But 
Tam to show, that they are as deep in this close com- 
munion mire as we are, all their hosanna in their own 
favour to the contrary notwithsianding. 

The pedo-baptists a little resemble the ostrich, who, 
if it hides its head, thinks itself out of sight. 

But I shall try to draw away some of their curtains and 
let in the light, that we may view their position, and see 
with what justness they boast of their own generosity and 
liberality in'communion ; and consider Wink 1e c. 
is in their favour, or whether any. 

The pedo- baptists have generally held;' that Sein 
is an ordinance of God, and that it is a’ necessary prere-— 
quisite to communicate, at the Lord’s table, particularly 
the congregationalists. 1 know not but methodienare 
‘equally strict on the subject. . 31% 

But the former have, as a denomination, ever consid: 
ered water baptism essential to communion: IE is true, 
they admit of immersion, sprinkling, and pouring: as 
baptism; though they speak many evil things: against — 
the foriner, as being unscriptural, inconvenient, and 
indecent. Yet when open communion is the order of 
the day, they adinit it into their list of modes. a 

Ph 9% 


—— a 
i) 
‘os ‘ 


adi 
$ 


9 


By this time it may be proper to enquire where is their 
open communion? Perhaps the reply may be, that 
they are charitable as to modes. But do they exact any 
thing less, than what they believe to be water baptism ? 
certainly not; nor do we exact any thing more. But 
still it» may be objected, that we ought to imitate their 
charity as to modes. But what if conviction fails us, as 
to all modes except immersion? Are we. uncharitable 
if we don’t believe and receive them without evidence ? 

Let us enquire into the nature of the charity of our 
respondents. Their first, and primary mode is sprink- 

ling. This is so well known, that it were but time 

_. thrown away even to quote one author, of the many I 
could quote, were it necessary. They likewise admit 
of pouring and immersion, and the latter is frequently 
practised at this day by many of their ministers. Now 
isthis their charity, that they believe immersion is a 
good and acceptable mode of baptism without any evi- 
dence for their belief and contrary to it? If this kind of 
charity will do then we have an example how to get 
along with sprinkling ; for we have abundance of char- 
ity to believe, that there is neither evidence .nor authori- 
ty for it. 

After all, we presume our brethren who differ from. 
us, would not acknowledge and occasionally practice 

_ plunging, unless they believed they were divinely war- 
ranted so todo. This is the most charitable method of 
disposing of the difficulty on their part; and did 
sprinkling afford us equal evidence, it would meet with 
a correspondent reception with us. And if their charity 
towards different modes of baptism arises from a Convice 
tion in their own minds, that those modes are from God, 
then they have nothing to boast over us; for whatever 

_ mode of baptism we are conyicted is of God, we approve 
of, and embrace; 

__ Let us now compare the established plan of commun- 
ion by us and our opponents. 


The baptists require a profession of faith in Christ, and _ 


what they call water baptism, for admission to the Lord’s 

table. The pedo-baptists require a profession of faith in 

_ Christ, and what they call water baptism. for admission 
| 2 
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to the Lord’s table. The'above I believe to be a candid 
and fair comparison, and the preceding remarks just. 
Where then do we find a balance of catholicism and lib- 
erality in favour of our opposing brethren, unless it is in 
recognizing our baptism with a conviction of its validity 
and our re jection of theirs, for want of authority to ano 
port it 2 

Let us nowtry the case in the light oe a sy Hogism, 

That community that requires faith in Christ, and 
what they term water baptism, for communion at the 
supper, are close communionists. But the pedo-bap- — _ 
tists require them for communion at the supper—there-" 
fore, the pedo-baptists are close communionists. 

I can’t say that my pedo-baptist brethren will thank 
me for removing the veil under which they have suppos- 
ed themselves covered, but in discovering them to view 
they appear as deep i in the close communion mire as we 
do—Nor can they extricate themselves from it, unless 
they lay baptism aside, which there are some symptoms, | 
they are about to do, (by their crying up Mr. Hal? abe 
publication, of EF. ngland) in order to avoid the pinch our ~ 
arguments bring them into. I have not had the advan- 
tage of Mr. Hall’s book, though I have sought for ite 
but I understand it is in favour of open communion, I 
so learn that it condemns sprinkling and infant Bip. 
as being of antichristain extraction; two darling points | 
with pedo-baptists. I further learn, that his scheme dis- 
penses with baptism for table communion. But l I find 
the book goes well with the pedo-baptists; and in giving 
it currency and support, they are obliged to let those 
two darling points suffer shipwreck in order to continue 
the alluring’ sound of open communion, But a ae 
pedo baptists should, in future, do away ac ms 
would not nonsuit this work. 7 pal 

What they do hereafter, can’t have an expe 
influence. ‘This plain dealing respects what: th 
been, and now are, not what they will be.’ I know 

_ ways are moveable that we can’t fully know them, | 
_ is‘one of the peculiarities and advantages of error. 
Af. out pedo-bapiist brethren are deeper in the miref | 
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eommunion than we are ; for they will commune with but 
a small part of their own baptized brethren, who are 
brought into ‘ the covenant of grace with themselves,” 

and are, as they-contend, proper gospel (or law) subjects, 
and have been baptized i in their own way, time and mode. 

What a strange affair is turning up to view here! and 
where an I? One would almost think that the writer 
had fost his way, and got into a close communion syn- 
ag gue.—No, he is on consecrated ground—open com- 
muiton folks live here. * 

H-nnah Adams, in her view of religion, (p. 189) says, 
they all (pedo-baptists) profess to believe, that baptism is 
q to be administered to believers and their children, and 

that the infants of visible christians belong to the visible 
church of Christ. . : 

By this time the reader will see what portion of their | 
brethrea they won’t commune with. ‘ They belong to 
the visible church of Christ,’ and yet are debarred the 
privilege of communion. 

By what authority do they circumcise or baptize 
_ these young brethren, and deprive them of the passo- 
ver or supper? Not from Abraham’s covenant, nor 
~ from the Jewish law, for there was ample provision for 

m. And almost all their writers say that the gospel 
“dar t curtail, but it enlarges our privileges. We should. 

iy have seen Jewish parents eating the passover, and... 
their children deprived of the same feast. If, then, the. 
covenant remains the same, and the Gentiles are graffed 
into the Jewish privileges, and those privileges are en- 
larged, what but a spirit of close communion can in- 
fluence the pedo-baptists, im depriving those young 
brethren the privilege of the Lord’s supper, which is 
the lawful successor of the passover ? 

It would be an odd sight indeed, and a story worth 
telling, if these close communion baptists should bap- 
tize fifty candidates, and when they should come to the 
communion, forty of them should be rejected.. How 
is it that our pedo-baptist brethren keep themselves in 
‘countenance in singing their open communion song, 


; 12 


and in loading us with the odium of close communion, 
with the embarrassments attending their cause ? 

How can they reproach us for not communing with 
them, when they reject a great part of their own mem. 
bers? Does not their own practice in withholding the 
supper from these young brethren, implicate their con- 
duct in bringing them to the ordinance of baptism ? 

Well, if they introduce subjects to the ordinance of 
baptism, as to the propriety of which, their own jealous- 
ies are excited, why may we not charitably suppose, 
that they are capable of introducing a mode equally im- 


proper. 


declare it themselves by their own practice and conces- 
sions as will appear in the next chapter. 


CHAPTER Il. 


In this chapter I shall endeavour to make it appear, . 


that the pedo-baptists in their declarations for open Com- 
munion, evidently discover a defect in the 


some of their own articles of faith, and a degreg off in- 


sincerity. 
The pedo-baptists profess to believe, that the Abra- 


hamic ‘Covenant, was the covenant of grace; that 


believers are now under the same covenant, and 
that it remains in full force and virtue; that the gos- 


pel church is a continuation of the Jewish church; that_ 
baptism came in the room of circumcision; that it isthe 


indispensable duty of believers to offer their children up 
in baptism, and so put the seal of the covenant of grace 


upon them ; that infant baptism is of divine appointment 


and was the approved practice of the apostles; that 
sion or sprinkling, is the true scriptural mode, and th 


it was of apostolic practice ; that John’s baptism was ag . 
christian baptism, that the baptism of Christ is not 0G 


be imitated by christians !! and that “to follow him i ine, 


"- 


‘This we think they have done, and that they virtually - 
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to the water, partakes very much of the nature of delu- 
sion and superstition !” 

That I have not misrepresented their sentiments, the 
reader will learn by examining Hannah Adams’ view of 
religion, Dr. Samuel Worcester against Dr. Baldwin, 
Fish and Crane, and many more of their authors on bap- 
tism. 

‘The foregoing sentiments the baptists highly disprove 
and condemn as an abberration from the truth, and 
some of them greatly dishonorary to Christ, and mis- 
chievous in their influence to the peace and harmony of 
Zion. The term covenant of grace, is not in the bible; 
yet we own there is a covenant worthy of that name, and 
that was made between the Father and Son, and was no 
more made with Abraham, than with Abel, Enoch and 
Noah, or any other christian on the earth. But we call it 
what the Holy Ghost does, the covenant of circumcis- 
iou—see Acts vii. 8. This is the only place where the 
covenant has a particular name given it in the bible; 
and it was to be located and impressed in the flesh, rath- 

er than in the heart. We deny that it ever promised 
saving grace or salvation to any creature, or that faith 
and repentance were prerequisite for admission inio it, 

_ or for circumcision. We hold it was a nationai coven. » 
ant, Was péctiliar to that people, and was never binding 
on any other nation, and ended with the Jewish dispens- 
ation, and has vanished away. We cannot admit that 
the gospel church is a continuation of the Jewish, and 
essentially the same, any more than true gospel ministers 
are a continuation of the scribes and pharisees, and es- 
sentially what they were. “hat believers or unbeliev- 
ers have aright to offer their children in baptism, we do 
noi admit, or that infant baptism is of divine appoint. 
ment, or was ever practised by the apostles, but is in it. 
self idolatry ; or that sprinkling is a proper mode of bap- 
tism, or any baptism at all. We hold that Christ’s was 
christian baptism, that he was buried in water, as he was 
afterwards overwhelmed in sufferings, and that immer-. 
sion is the only baptism that is scriptural or ** decent.” 


st 
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Now with all these opposite sentiments which relate 
to baptism, and many others connected therewith, the pe- 
do-baptists almost command us to take our seats at their 


* table, as obedient children, and not fashioning ourselves 
* according to their sentiments, but they give us leave to 


retain our sentiments as baptists. Nor can they plead ig- 
norance of our sentiments, for they have had to contend 
against them ever since they come into existence as a de- 


nomination, and they will acknowledge themselves, that ° 


they have had to oppose them nearly 300 years, ever 
since the Munster affair in Germany, in which terrible 
squall they date our origin, and so make us the fruit of a 
great political and military tornado. But let us try their 
open communion doctrine more particularly, in reference | 
to their soundness in their own articles of faith, ~ | 7 
We not only condemn sprinkling, and infant baptism, 
in theory, but in practice. We never sprinkle believers, 
nor baptize infants in any way. we a 
They consider sprinkling the right way of baptism 
and contend that for us to plunge such as they have sprink- - 
led, is a wicked thing, is rebaptizing them, and on that. 
account they call us anna-baptists. Yet a great part of. 
the members of our churches are such as their ministers: 
have christened in their infancy; and a considerable 
number of them have come from their churches to ours, 
and they have invariably gone into the water, ii OO@i™ 
ence to the example of Christ, which Dr. Worcester calls _ 
delusion! ! The same writer says ‘there is no evidence 


that Christ was buried in the water, and even if he were, — 


his baptism was of an import very different from the bap- 


tism which he afterwards instituted for his followers.’?— — 


But we do not believe that there is any other water bap- 


tism, but that which Christ submitted to himself. Cer-_ 


tainly we hold to no other, nor have we any other, except 


what the pedo-baptists have administered to us, and that” 
we have washed away, in some river or fountain, and of — 


course it has become unbaptism to us. 


as need aes oie 
' They likewise hold that it is a wicked thing, for pa» 
rents, professing Godliness, -to neglect bringing their 
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children into the covenant of grace, and of investing 
them with one of its seals. 

The Rev. Thomas Worcester, in alate sermon, (pub- 
lished) says, as nearly as I can recollect, (I have not the 
book on hand) that the salvation of an unbaptized infant 
rests only, or wholly on unpromised grace. Mr. Bur- 
kitt, speaking of infants under the notion of lambs, calls 
baptism “ Christ’s ear mark, by which Christ’s sheep are 
distinguished from the devil’s goats.” Dr. Mayo calls 
us watery bigots. , ( 

Mr. W. Lewelyn denominates baptism as administer. 
ed by us, “the bond and seal of perdition. O infant 
haters, bloody priests of Moloch! You baptists leave 


the helpless infant to perish. It fills you with rage to. 


hear that God has graciously provided for the peace of 
benign and merciful parents, putting it in their power to 
wash their infants in baptism, and place them in the sal- 
vation of God, safe and secure,” &c. 


Now our brethren do not make an imperious demand. 


for us to resign our sentiments, but to commune with 
them as baptists. How does this plan of open commun- 
‘ion appear reconcilable with the fullest sincerity of their 
beligt in their own articles of faith? How. can they 
receive us to communion, when we deny the covenant of 
grace, and when we neglect the salvation of our infants ? 
How can they receive us when we reject the apostolic 
mode and subjects of baptism, and invariably do away 
the baptism they gave us in our infancy or riper years, 
and are profanely rebaptized, delusively following Jesus 
Christ into the water? Would they not, in communing 
with us, hazard their own consistency ? And would'those 
articles suffer nothing in case of such an event ? Perhaps 
after all, some or all of the foregoing principles they pro- 
_fess to hold sacred, are some of the bars and nonessentials 
they talk so much about. Supposing we were to deny 
the divine right of believers’ baptism, and solemnly pro- 
_ test against it, asa trick and invention of men? Would 
they not view this as a serious affair? Would not this 


“block the open communion wheels? I apprehend it — 
would, and they would say, “stand by, for I am holier _ 
f 2 


16 
than thou.” But what’s the difficulty ? Do they consid- 

‘er ita more important institution than infant’ baptism ? 
No compare to it, for they consider itas a secondary 
thing and only a substitute in case of the failure of infant 
baptism ; and that if the latter were carried into effect, as it 

‘ought to be, it would eventually root out the former, and 
leave believers’ baptism, as lonesome in the bible, as an old 
deserted abbey, or as some antiquated thing, that had 
out-lived its usefulness and reputation. 

By this time the candid reader will enquire, how we are 
to account for this supposed difference in their conduct. 

-Why they should suffer infant baptism to be trodden 
upon, which is of primary importance, and more sa- 
credly regard believers’ baptism, which is only a second 

in the affair? Here I shall state a point, in view of soly- 
ing the question, I doubt not will be considered correct. 

» Which is, that christians will sacredly, and consistently 
regard their articles of faith, proportionably as they find 
those articles supported in the word of God. If this 

_ Statement be true, the reader will at once infer that they 
do not find a thus saith the Lord for infants as for be- 

- levers’ baptism. I acknowledge this: is plain dealing ; 
but I hope it will be well received and improved by my 
brethren. Open rebuke is better than PORE Sr, oe 

But to return, I never knew my pedo-baptist brethrer 

‘take a 2000 years journey off from the present dispensa- 
tion, to Abraham’s covenant, almost that period of time 
before gospel baptism had an existence, and by a dark 

_ train of inferential proof establish the divine right of be- 
lievers’ baptism. Nor did I ever know them resort to 
the Talmudic writings, to Maimonides or to the council 
at Carthage, to Cyprian, Origin, or to other great men ; 
but to the new-testament, where baptists’go for proof, for 
the same thing. But they never make but a feeble g 
stand in the new testament, in defence of infant baptism. 
They generally search the houses of Lydia and ‘the ; 
gaoler for infants, but failing of success, they mal 
hasty retreat to the old covenant, declaring it is not 

_ bidden in the new testament, and that it was unnece 
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‘ry that it should there be commanded; that if the bap- 
tists cannot make i: appear that their right is vacated, 
their title holds good by the Abrahamic covenant. 

I will here propose one question, and leave it for 
them to solve. Why was believers’ baptism positively 
com:manded in the new testament, rather than infant 
baptism ? Was the claim of the former less apparent in 
the covenant than the latter. 

The pedo-baptists have always treated the covenant of 
grace, (as they call it,) as though they thought it was 
greatly impaired by: age, or as though the Lord had 
consigned it to them to manage as they should think 
best. If they do not consider it has become obsolete 
by the gospel dispensation, why do they use such liber- 
ties with it themselves? The precise period of time 
that an infant was to receive (what they call the seal of 
the covenant of grace) was sacredly stipulated in that 
covenant. Would a Jew run his horse for a priest, to 
come and circumcise his new born infant for fear it 
would die’ before it was 8 days old? No, in the event 
of a premature death, the dear infant must pass to the 
world of spirits without the seal, or Christ’s ear mark 
upon it. By what authority the pedo-baptists disregard 

athe particular time identified in the covenant I know 
not. On reflection, however, I recollect they often re- 
fer to the decision of the council of Carthage, as dispen- 
sing with the particular period of time for applying the 
seal. . 

How they make the covenant extend its seal to females 
I know not, or by what authority they restrict it to be- 
lievers and their households, or why they commonly ap- 
ply theseal on the sabbath, which was not admissible 
on ordinary occasions under the former dispensation, 
they have never informed us. See John vii. 22, 23. 

‘That the covenant of circumcision should survive all 
other typical rites, and come over into the new testa- 

t, and dictate the proper subjects of gospel ordinan- 
is not a little surprising. Why do they not repair 
that antiquated oracle, to ascertain the qualifications 

d duties of gospel ministers and deacons ?. . 
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From the foregoing remarks it appears, that they dis~ 
cover 2 looseness in their faith, concerning the covenant 
and infant baptism, &c. Aw hae 

Now let us look at the comparative difference of sin- 
cerity, and consistency, between the pedo-baptist and 
ourselves. We do not believe in infant baptism; we 
never baptize them, we can not, and do not commune ° 
with it. We do not believe in ‘sprinkling, we never ©. 
adininister it, we can not commune with it, We do 
believe in believers’ bapitsm and immersion; them we 
cannot barter, or yield to the.claims of, or to aecommo- 
date any spurious subjects or. modes. -In. our com- 
muning with pedo.baptists, said » “subjects 
would sufler a ereat depreciationys t oppatiias 
would receive great strength and sup 

The pedo-baptists believe that the covenant of ibs 
ham was the covenant of grace, we deny it; they will 
commune with us. They believe it a duty to christen 
infants, and those who fail of it are left to unpromised 
grace ; they will commune with us. They hold it is 
wicked to re-baptize, they say we do it; they will com, 
mune with us. They hold thot sprinkling is the true 
apostolic mode, we deny it; they will commune | = 
us. They hold that immersion is an inconvenient, u 
scriptural, and ridiculous mode, ‘Mr. Baxter says hee a 
breach of the 7th command, thou shalt not commit 
aduitery, and that to follow Christ into the water, says 
another, is delusion and superstition; — yet they say. im- 
mersion is valid, and they will commune with us, 
will administer immersion themselves if wished, and ac- 
tually do, in many instances. Reverend Messrs. Bo- 
roughs, Town, Weeks, Haynes, Palmer, Hibbard 
and Son, and many other congregational ministers I 
might mention, have baptized bylimmersion —— 

if in proposing communion with the baptists, the pe- . 
do-baptists betray an inconsistency of character, and la 
ness of faith, then the enquiry will be, what can be 
probable motive by which they are actuated in this 

This truly is worthy of some attention, and the 
discerning part of the baptisis have ever r supposed t 
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have understood it. The reasons they give, is, that 
the peace and prosperity of the cause of religion bleed, 
and suffer on the account of our seperate communions, 
But the next enquiry will be, whether it is not the cause 
of infant baptism that is thus bleeding. It is to be pre. 
sumed we have found the difhculty. 

_ Infant baptism is a restless child, always crying for 
support ; ; and it has never failed invoking the breasts of 
the civil law, when attainable. , But when that source of 
nourishment could not be enjoyed, it has plead for an 
honorable place, by the side of believers’ baptism.—Not, 


| ei b is friendly to believers’ baptism, or an appendage 
I 


t, but as has been seen by previous remarks, is en- 


“* vious to ityeand is a cancer calculated as far as its 


fangs can extend, to eat it up, and destroy it. But it, 
cannot stand alone, and is languishing (in well enlight- 
ened lands) for support, and if it cannot come into a, 
commutation with believers’ baptism, it is conscious of its 
own approaching fate. Nor are we to suppose that our 
sprinkling brethren immerse occasionally, because they, 
are favourable to it, or wish to encourage the thing, but 
it is like setting back fires to limit the ravages of one, 
already in operation. By immersing a candidate, they 
probably prevent his going to the baptists, and no doubt. 
suppress the emigration of more of their brethren, with 
him, to our churches. 

_ Notwithstanding | the visible inconsistency which our 
opposing brethren display, in proposing to commune 
with the buaptists; yet I will acknowledge, that in that, 
event, they would have a very heavy and serious draw 
back upon us;_and this is the thing they are after. If 
we were to approach their table, we should give a so- 
lemn countenance to sprinkling, and infant baptisng, al- 
though we should neglect to christen, our own. sa 


~ foresee with the eye of a, vulture the. position we should 


be in at once, . How would it appear in us after com- 


ing with them, to return to our own pulpits and 
of worship, and there condemn sprinkling and in-. 


baptism, as inventigns.of men, and preach up the 
exclusive claim of believers’ baptism and immersion ? 


~ 
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But the reader will reply, you have already stated, that 
they do not exact of the baptists to give up their senti- 
ments, but are to come as baptists, and commune with 
them, ys, yes, we understand it, and so do they; and 
here is a spot where they betray, at least, a small degree 
of insincerity. ‘This language 1 am acquainted with; 
jts import is understood rather than expressed. Tam 
acquainted with a young lady of a fair christian reputa- 
tion, who wasa member of a respectable congregational 
church, who recently became a baptist, and after dis- 
closing her views and change of sentiments to her bre- 
thren, and giving them a reasonable opportunity to 
point out her error (if it was one) she joined a baptist 
church. She treated the church with great tenderness, 
and let them know that she indulged no alienation of 
heart from them, but that they were dear to her as 
christians, However they pursued a formal labor with 
her, which ended in her exclusion. But what I would 
be at more particularly in this narrative, is, that their 
diffculty with her, was not for becoming a baptist, but 
for ceasing to travel with the church, or breaking cove- 
nant, ‘This they were careful to have understood, 
She considered, however, that her leaving a church, in 
the faith and practice of infant baptism, and joining a 
baptist church, were the fruits or consequences of her 
seiitiments ; and that they ought to disprove them, or 
indulge no serious difficulty with her. But this kind of 
reasoning ayailed nothing. ‘They were willing she should 
be a baptist, if she only remained a congregationalist. 

In the course of her trial, she invoked the genius and 
sympathies of open communion to come to her. relief, 
{as the church was strong in the profession of it,) and 
informed them that she was about to join a denomina- 
tion they wished to commune with. But alas ! oper 
communion, when really needed, had fled and aeiahed 
those walls, and left the young woman to the terrors of 
ecclesiastical censure. And furthermore, when the 
young woman noticed to the church, that they would 


commune with the baptists, the clergyman (a gentleman _— 
by no means of indifferent discernment, replied, that — 
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when they called on the baptists to commune with’ 
them, it was a cail, or an invitation for them to surren. 
der ‘heir sentiments as baptists, or words to that amount, 

What a wonderful taper off there is to this open com- 
munion. li they will surrender their sentiments and. 
come and unite with us, we will receive them; and 
never astound the ears oi the world with the noise of 
our open communion. 

By the drift of this chapter, the reader will determine 
whether the pedo-baptists in their open communion de- 
clarations, do not of necessity trifle with some of their 
own articles of faith, and disregard that consistency to- 
wards them, which gospel truths are entitled to. Whe- 
ther they do not twist and bend them in their own 
hands, to answer their own purposes, as a man would 
a limber stick ; as though the truth were at their con. 
troul, rather than they at the controul of the truth. 

Moreover, the reader will determine whether our uni- 
form adherence to believers’ baptism and immersion, in- 
volves (for us to remove out of the way) a church load 
of bars and non-essentials. Do not they, and we, occa- 
sionally meet on those two points which we hold sae, 
cred? Yes, sometimes they are protessedly baptizing 
believers as weil as infants; and sometimes we find 
them in our Jordans, plunging their candidates as we 
do. 

‘This infant baptism and sprinkling, then, and all the 
trumpery connected therewith, constitute this dividing 
lumber that lies at their door. It therefore falls to them 
to remove, it, and end the difficulty.—If they can dis« 
pense with infant baptism once, they can for ever. If 
they can immerse occasionally, they can do it invaria- 
bly. But I am tired of plodding over this rugged 
ground, and the midnight bell admonishes the weary 
travelier to retire to rest, so [ must bid the reader good 
night, 
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‘CHAPTER IV... 

“In this chapter my object will be to shew, that open 
communion is a hollow empty sound, that it does not 
in reality exist, and is impracticable on any principle of’ 
consistency, and envious to the prosperity of religion. 
Here opens to our view a large fruitful field, that invites’ 
the attention of the traveller, and will-afford miatter for: 
much plain dealing. Here the subject must ‘be con-’ 
sidered ‘in a more general sense, than what it has been 
in the preceding chapters, and open se repay bo be 
viewed in its various bearings. 

We have before suggested that the congregationilists: 
and methodists are the chief singers of this siren song. 
Therefore between this united brotherhood of Judah* 
and Israel, we get severely lashed on both sides, as be-' 
ing the ‘dividing pharisees. A’ stranger by this time 
would be surprised, to learn that they eat their morsel 
dlone, but would conclude at once, they always supped 
at one table. But as to this matter, how it is, the read-’ 
er will learn in the sequel. id 

‘Open communion, as the doctrine is advanced by the’ 
abettors of it, is triumphantly urged as embracing all 
christians. And how are we to know ‘them ‘as such,’ 
generally, but by their profession? Pagans and Ma- 
hometans we know are not; for they do not profess it, 
But Episcopalians, Lutherans, Presbyterians, Univer 
salians, Restorationers, Methodists, Congregationalists, 
Independents, Baptists, Sandemanians, © Sabelians, 
Arians, Socinians, Christ-ians, Moravians, Eusebians, 
Ebonites, the Greek Church, ‘and ‘unkers and Tum- 
blers; these anda great variety of other * sectaries* in’ 
christendom, ‘call themselves christians. In this cata- 
logue will be found the infallibility of the pope; the su- 
periority of bishops; sale of pardons and indulgencies ; ; 
transubstantiation and consubstantiation ; predestination 
and free will; the final restoration of devils and damned 
Spirits; eternal damnation ; christians are without sii, 


and ought not to pray for the forgiveness of it; the im- 
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perfection of christians; saving faith can be without re- 
generation ; regeneration necessary to salvation, and faith 
the fruit of it ; the word and Holy Ghost are only virtues 
of the deity ; the Son essentially and totally distinct from 
the Father, and inferior to him ; Christ only human 5, 
$a disparity, and subordination between the 

t Christ and the Holy Ghost are God 
al with the Father ; that Christ is man, born accord- 
ing to the ordinary course of nature ; that the sacrimen- 
tal napkin must be consecrated by a bishop, and holy: 
relics mixed in the web ; that the law ought not to be 
preached under the gospel dispensation ; particular elec- 
tion and non-election ; the final annihilation of the 
wicked ; perseverance of the saints ; falling from grace ; 
salvation by grace ; salvation by works; the mutability 
and immutability of God; the infinite, and increasing 
knowledge of God ; immersion, and trine immersion 3 
sprinkling, pouring, and tumbling; infant, adult’ un= 
believers’, and. believers’ baptism ; baptism by pure wa- 
ter, and ‘by salt and spittle, and crossing instead. of 
sprinkling ; infant, adult unbelievers’, and believers? 
communion ; bread and wine for the sacrament, and wa- 
fers and water their substitute.- The foregoing -is but 
an abbreviature of the great contrariety of sentiment 
among the few orders already mentioned. We me iy 

But could we draw away the veil, and discover the 
vast-variety of opposing sentiments in the confines of 
christendom, what-a skilful and ingenious artist it would 
require, so to.conciliate and prepare them, that their 
congruity would be obvious in one: great associated 
communion. . Now the open communion scheme is, 
for all christians to commune together.. But what is the 
standard by which we are to determine each other’s chris« 
tianity.—The answer will be the bible. But all profess 
to resort to that, to support their sentiments. 

But what board shall be appointed as umpire, to de- 
termine on orthodoxy? Here we find a difficuity ; and 
from what class of christians shall it be selected ? None 
from the baptists certainly, for they might endanger, or 
defeat the grand object. But supposing the inquisition 


a 


tc 
pe 


% 
should consist of one from every denomination? woul 


there be no danger of mutual jealousies, and of coming 


together with darling sentiments ? Or would they leave 
all their bars and non-essentials at home? Some may 
simper at this picture, or view of the matter, as unjust- 
ly magnifying the difficulties accompatyimg the subj 
But [ cannot view it so. Our oppohentsmhk 
endeavoured to keep them out of sight; but this y 
of the embarrassments is certainly too real, for them to 
indulge a smile at. But to return, if the decision of the 
tribunal should be in favour of consolidating the differ- 
ent orders in one communion, and that decision should 
be universally accepted, and carried into effect ; then it 
would be admitted that open communion, or open abo- 
mination would be brought into operation. But sup- 
pose a minority of the orders should be rejected, then 
they would have to complain of close communion, and 
that they were prohibited eating with their brethren at 
their Father’s table. — After all, suppose they should end 
in discord, and leave the subject worse than they found 
it, What then? It would shew the folly of mortals 
taking the affirmative of a question which the Lord put 
forth as a question of negation. How can two Walk to- 
gether except they be agreed ? 

In attempting to put these open communion wheels 
in motion, one of several things falls to our lot. Either, 
we must commune with all professed christians, or we 
must select such orders as we will commune with, or 


we must select such individuals from a part, or from the . 


whole, as we will Commune with. The first case we 
know is impracticable. The other two, fall short of 
the object, and dwindle down to close communion. I 
see not that a fourth case can offer itself, for the above 
embrace the whole. " 
Open communion, to a superficial observer, discov 
ers a iair exterior, but come to expose it in its full 
shapes and character, and it makes a frightful appear- 
ance. Yet let us not be too easily terrified, and hastily 
desert further examination. Let us advance coolly, and- 
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deliberately a little further, and see what discoveries we 
can make, 

The rev. Phineas Peck, a leading minister in the me- 
thodist order, in his late election sermon delivered ‘at 
Montpelier, became so transported with open com- 
munion, that one would almost imagine he intended it 
as a subject of legislation ; and that he could hardly be 
denied the privilege of a general communion before the 
solemnitées were closed. In preparing the open com: 
munion ground, after giving a plan of doctrines, he sup. 
poses christians generally will agree to, he says, page 17, 
“‘ We have our different creeds, articles, covenants, plat- 
forms, and disciplines. Shall these be laid aside ? They 
need not unless they are unscriptural. But we have our 
distinguishing names, as members of different churches. 
Page 18. But we have our different attitudes of body 
in our most solemn worship, even when addressing the 
throne of grace,—such as sitting, standing, kneeling. 
But we have our different modes of administering, and 
receiving the Lord’s supper ; some standing, some 
kneeling, &c. But we differ widely in modes of bap- 
tism, as sprinkling, pouring, plunging ; and concerning 
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the subjects, as infants, penitents and believers. Do 


we agree in the essentials of religion? Have we been 
baptized with the Holy Ghost, without which no man is 
qualified for the kingdom of heaven? Why not com- 
municate with those, who are united with the great head 
of the church ? Why not meet those at the Lord’s table, 
whom we expect to meetin the kingdom of heaven ? 
‘What unity would it exhibit to see all the pious in this 
numerous assembly, approaching the table of the Lord 
here, as we hope unitedly to surround the throne of 
God hereafter? But we have our different modes of 
preaching, &e. But we do not believe in giving up 
our opinions. You are not solicited todoit. Page 19. 
We have our peculiarities. So have all. What then ? 
We must forego them. To surrender all our minor 
sectarian differences, and fellowship each other, &c. 
displays a superior degree of gospel love.” | . 
; A ; 
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I shall take the liberty to examine some of the fore- 
going particulars, and see if there is not cause for some 
plain’ dealing. 

The author says, we have our different crags articles, 
covenants, platforms, &c. But I had previously tho’t 
that he supposed he had pretty much superceded these 
by his short compendium, on which they were suppos- 
ed to be united.» He then indulges a liberal plan, and 
-says, these need not be given up, unless they are unserip- 
tural. Here he seems to imply, that opposite creeds 
and platforms may be scriptural. I likewise understand 
the author to mean, that men can welk together though 
they are not agreed. ‘This open communion scheme i is 
quite an improvement on divine pretties i"! 

But the writer in removing supposed difficulties, pro- 
ceeds on, and notices different names, attitudes of the 
body in worship; diflerent modes of attending to the 
supper; of baptism; different subjects, 8c. and differ- 
ent modes of preaching. He further adds, “ we do not 
believe in giving up our opinions, and going over to 
your church, We must for ego our peculiarities. To 
surrender all our sectarian. differences and fellowship 
each other, displays a superior degree of gospel love.” 

Here we need to stop cautiously, or we shall get our 
legs entangled, for things seem to be in quite a snarl. 

I conclude, from appearances, that we have got 
among bars and non- essentials, 

Here is some logic, written in ciphers, and the author 
has given me no key by whieh I can decipher it. Dif- 
ferent creeds, platforms, covenants, and opinions are 
not to be given up. Peculiarities we must forego, and 
minor sectarian differences must be surrendered. What 
the logical difference is, between creeds, platforms, and 
opinions, and peculiarities, and sectarian differences, the 
author has not informed me. Nor has he explained the 
difference between laying aside, giving up, surrendering, 
and foregoing certain points of: christian faith. I must 
refer it to open communion folks for ‘interpretation; I 
presume they understand it. It is remarkable that the 
same coincidence of inconsistencies and self secant 
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tions always accompany this sentiment, let who will un- 
dertake to manage it. 

I will now enquire of Mr. Peck, whether in. his at. 
tempts to clear the rubbish out of the way to prepare 
for the great feast, I say, whether he supposed he touch- 
ed the marrow of the difficulty between himself and the 
greater part of the professors in that assembly. He asks, 
do we agree in the essentials of religion ? It is evident 
trom the drift of his remarks, that he intended ita ques- 
tion of affirmation, that: they were agreed. I was not 
there ; but I have no doubt a great part of the professors 
present were congregationalists, and I expect a number 
of that order of ministers, who would most heartily unite 
with him in this open communion strain, (so that our 
baptist brethren might not fail of their portion in due 
season ;) but at the same time, they would neither. re- 
ecive the communion at his hands, nor bid him God 
speed, nor receive him into their houses, as a minister 
in their fellowship. 

Says an objector, this is plain dealing. I know it, 
and I think it is time that this combined brotherhood 
should be put into a position that the world. may see 
what lies between them ; notwithstanding the confluence 
of their open communion streams. I have neither pow- - 
er nor inclination to augment difficulties for them; yet 
this plain dealing is to make those abound that do ex- 
ist. er 

But to return, I apprehend Mr. Peck overlooked some 
of the most material points of difference between the 
methodists and other professors attached to the audience. 
Suppose he, and the rev. Mr. Wright, of Montpelier, 
were fully to develope their sentiments as preparatory to 
communion at the table? Let us hear Mr. Wright. 
«* God, for his own glory, hath fore-ordained whatsoev- 
er comes to pass, God did, from eternity, particular- 
ly and definitely, for the manifestation of his glory, pre- 
destinate and choose some angels and men to everlasting 
life. The ground and foundation of God’s choice, or 
- election, as to man, was not the foresight, of the faith 


and good works of the elect, or any moral ‘distinction. 
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‘hough some men were not elected to be the subjects 
ol spesial grace, and consequently were reprobated ; yet 
the offers of life are free and sincere to all, &c. All 
those who are ordained to eternal life, are by the sove- 
reign, immediate, and all powerful agency of the spirit 
of God, effectually called in time, &c. That all who 
truly believe in Christ, will persevere in holiness,” &c. 

As the foregoing sentiments were taken from the con- 
gregational confession of faith; and from my, personal 
acquaintance with Mr. Wright, I have an idea that some- 
thing like the above, would be brought to view by him, 

Mr. Peck : 

If God fore-ordained all that comes to pass, then we 
are all machines, and the sinner is not to blame for all 
he does. The doctrine of eternal personal election is a 


damnable doctrine ; it makes God an unjust tyrant, and 


is calculated to aid souls to hell. If people are regener- 
ated by the almighty power of the spirit, then those who 
remain in sin are excusable, and God will be unjust if 


he sends them to hell. Once in grace and always i@ © 


grace, is a licentious doctrine ; we may as well swear as 
pray ; do what we will, we shall be saved if we are 
elected. 

Tn giving Mr, Peck’s response to Mr. Wright, I do 
it only from my acquaintance with the methodists’ sen- 
timents generally. These things Mr. Peck kept out of 
sight. But if I have rightly apprehended the existing 
differences between them, then mere modes of preach- 
ing would not be the most difficult obstacles to over- 
come, What grade these points occupy 1a Mr. Peck’s 


creed, I know not; whether they are to be found among — 


those that are not to be given up, or whether they be- 
jong to sectarian differences, which are to be surrender- 
ed, Do not methodist ministers know, that while they 
are blowing out their breath, to aid the congregational- 
ists in sounding the open communion trumpet, for all 
christians to commnne together, that were any of their 


members to go to the methodists they would suffer the 


ordeal of exclusion for heresy ? And were not such in- 
stances known to Mr. Peck, while he resided in Mid- 
dlebury ? 
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The rev. Mr. Leonard’s church, of this town, pro- 
fess to hold to open communion. But I have known 
two of its members, who went to the methodists, sol- 
emnly excluded, for departing from the faith, These 
are portions dealt out among open communionists. 

But if this open communion is of such sterling worth, 
why do not the advocates of it carry it into effect, and 
give us an example of its utility? You profess to be 
enlightened into its glories. Enlightened souls ought to 
act, conformably to their conviction. ‘That you do not 
practice it, isa known fact. True, I have: heard, in 
the course of my life, of several instances of interchange 
of communion, by some old women, or obscure mem- 
bers of the churches of those two orders. These are but 
solitary instances. 

But where are the front ranks of these two armics ? 
Where are the bishops, elders, deacons, and leading 
brethren 2? Where is your courage fled? Why does it 
fail you? Why do you push forward here and there, a 
solitary Deborah to the battle, and you stay back by the 
staff ? 

Is it allan empty sound? If those don’t practice it, 
whose hearts are glowing with the light and love of it, 
can you expect it from those, who have never been con- 
verted into it? Are you afraid that it will affect your 
sentiments? But you ought to be as generous among 
yourselves, as you are to us. Weare permitted to come 
as we are; as baptists. 

Mr. Peck makes provision for the retention of your 
sentiments; you are only to “forego and surrender’? 
some of them. 

What is the practice of the different divisions of the 
pedo-babtist order in general ?- They all practice par- 
ticular communion. Yet I never heard any reproached 
on that account but the baptists. Pah 

Rev. Dr. Proudfeit, of Salem, N. Y. was called to 
preach the ordination sermon of the rey. Dr. Davis, 
President of Middlebury College ; and one of the coun- 
ail observed to me, that he presumed Dr. Proudfeit 
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would not commune with the council at the Lord’s table. 
But he does not fall under the censure that we do. 
There are at least three orders of presbyterians in the 
- state of New-York, besides Dutch reformed, and those 
that I know but little about; yet they do not practice 
mixed communion. 

But how does it happen that all the odium falls on 
the poor. baptists, and that they should be made the 
scape goat to bear off the close communion sins of all 
the others? The only reason, I believe, that can be 
assigned, is, that we reject infant baptism. 

But why do we not see all the pedo-baptists flocking 
to one great table? Mere words effect nothing, we have 
heard. these long enough.—Are you waiting for us ? 
This is unnecessary. While ye have the light, walk in 
the light. Our absence would scarcely be discerned, 
for we are but a small part of christendom. 

How often are young converts, when on their way to 
our churches, arrested by the pedobaptist cries of our 
close communion? They turn about and join them. 
What do they gain? Why, they have the privilege of 
communing with their own order, and here the farce 
of open communion ends. And if the baptists were an- 
nihilated, there would then be no such thing as open 
communion. Nor would Mr, Peck have made out his 
ereat table feast, though there had not been a baptist 4 in, 
50 miles of the state house in Montpelier. Mu 
On the whole it appears, ¥ 

Ist. That open communion is a hollow empty sounds 
A shrill sound, but an empty barrel. 

2d. That in reality it does not exist; for those who 
- are. united inthe: proclamation of it, do not practice it 
themselves. It appears they are like physicians, who 
fear to take their own medicine, which they deal out 
liberally to othérs. 

3d. That it is impracticable on. any principle of con- 
sistency, and the attempt must be fruitless to form a un- 
ion of such opposite sentiments, aS must appear from 
the preceding Heep edtion. Ba 


: ? 
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4th. That it is envious to the prosperity of religion, : 
as in any plan of operation it will avgment scism, and 
aims at harmonizing truth and falsehood. 

Finally, we practice as others; we commune among 
ourselves, and so do they. And one thing we have 
found to a certainty, that we differ no more from others, 
than they do from us. | 

How the two orders, or the united brotherhood, par- 
ticularly implicated in this work, will worry out of their 
difficulty, I know not. ‘To unharness, wholly, or to har- 
ness up in full, I think either case must be attended 
with difficulties ; and to remain as they are, is injurious 
to them both, and not altogether fatal to us. 

I hope those brethren will not count me as an enemy 
because I tell them the truth; and let them cleave to it 
fully, and that will afford them a sure relicf. May the 
Lord, in infinite kindness, remove our errors ; then 
shall our union be according to iruth, and our practice 
agree with the same. 


CHAPTER V. 


In this chapter, I propose to make it appear, that ta- 
ble communion is by no means a test of love and inter- 
nal communion, between christians of different denomi- 
nations» What I have stated is so self evident, that on 
this subject I need say but little. ‘ 
All christians, in degree, love essentially the same 
objects, speak the same things, and are inflyenced by 
the same spirit. ae oe 
Christians obtain fellowship for each other previous to 
their baptism, or union with any church, or communion 
at the Lord’s table. ‘They have fellowship and com- 
munion with each other in conversation, in. prayer, 
preaching, exhortation, practical Godliness, and good 
works; and in some of these, in a higher sense than 
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wliat they: ‘can have, -in a silent approach. at tlie Lord's 
table. And that protestant churches, - of differeng or- 
ders, have their own prerequisites for -cortmunion, 4s 
no certain evidence that they unchrisfianize their. bre- 
‘thren of other communisyts.." They all have their own 
policy and, regulations,. and; celebrate the supper as an 
ordinanée of God. They covenant with .each other 
duly to attend the reguiar administration of it ; and if they 
are honest, their prerequisites are such as they deem con- 
sistent with the word of God, and their internal har- 
mony, and with the preservation of their own faith. 
Nor do they believe that a collision of different senti- 
ments would promote the objects to be desired. 

Were Dr. Proudfeit, and a number of his minister, 
ing brethren of the seceding order, to be, present at a 
communion of the congregational church, I presume 


they would not communicate with said church at the 


table; nor do I believe the reason would be assigned, 
as that those ministers meant to denounce it, as not 
being a churchof Christ. In that case, the trué cause 


would be assigned; -that there were those differences — 


existing between them as different orders, that those 
ministers did not judge it expedient, or necessary- to 
their love and fe llowship, as christians of different deno- 


minations. - This weuld be a candid explanation; and 
such an one as the baptists are justly entitled to, in their - 


conduct with other christian denominations. But, in- 
stead of being allowed the crumbs of charity that fall 
from their tables, the pedo-baptists do, in spite of all we 
can say, attribute our conduct to self righteous motives, 
and accuse us of saying, stand by, for I am holier than 
thou; when we own them as christians, and have a 
great desire to have them baptized, that we may be one 


_at the Ldrd’s table. But, until we are united in senti- 


ment, we think it most advisable to have our separate 
communions,-and that we believe is the most likely way, 
to maintain harmony amongst the different orders. — 

To improve christian love and union, by crowding 
the different denominations ‘to one communion, would 


‘ be like attempting to improve neighbourhood union by — 
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collecting all the families into one house, pretending, to 
be one, when,’ in fact, they are as many families as_ be. 
for@ How soon would they be all in a quarrel! when 
fad they remained in their separate habitations, they 
might have continued on good terms ? 

And now, to conclude thes¢ remarks, our pedo-bap- 
tist brethren would never have been disturbed by this 
publication, ‘had they acted conformably to their own 
avowed sentiments, and left us to the peaceable enjoy- 
ment of acting conformably to ours. We are ofien- 
times more difficulted with them for their severity with 
us, for being consistent with ourselves, than we are for 
their original errors. ‘They almost make the world be- 
lieve that they agree with us, but that we will not agree 
with them. If they will indulge us the right of being 
governed by our own sentiments, they may defend 
sprinkling and infant baptism, with all their ability, and 
still we will be brethren in love and affection. 

Our brethren will do us a favour, if, for the future, 
they Jeave us out of tlre great open communion feast, 
until the laws and plan of operation are settled among 
themselves ; ifits wtility is then self evident, we shall be 
blind indeed if we do not discover it. 

If our conduct and principles of faith,“are such, as to 

commend us to the consciences of our pedo-baptist bre- 
threr, so that they can give us the hand of fellowship, 

.we deem it a compliment of no trivial importance. And, 
in return, we have to say, we do not decline’the offer of 
your communion because we claim superior degrees of 
holiness, or that you are immoral in your practice. As 
to those of you who are sound in Calvinistic principles, 
or in the doctrines of grace, we approve of the essentials 
of your faith, and as fast as you get regulated as to bap- 
tism, we shall gladly go heart and hand with yey. 

As to our methodist brethren, we do not impeach 
their morals, nor doubt of their sincerity. But their 
plan of doctrine, and ours, are so inapposite, that it seems 
inconsistent for us, at present, to attempt to consolidate 
our communions, even, though we were agreed in the 
subjects and mode of baptism, which we are not, 
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1 shall end these observations, in the words of the 
_ rev. Mr. Yale (in a late publication.) as near as I can 
~ recollect his expressions. ‘‘’The methodist clergy te 
a great body of missionaries ; their labours have be 
immense : but certainly, they would have been mucl 
more useful, had they associated more purity of set 
ment:and real knowledge, with a zeal highly worthy 
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IF the pedo. baptists are about to adopt Mr. Hall’s i 
scheme of communion, noticed in the second chapter of ” 
the foregoing work, which dispenses with baptism for 
communion, how can they consistently do it, if they 
hold that infant baptism is of diviae appointment ;— 
which necessarily makes baptism, in the order of time 
and things, to precede communion at the Lord’s table ?_ | 


And who gave them this authority ? ery 2 
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